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REMARKS 

Favorable rcconsidcrattcm of this application is rcspcctfblly requested in view of the 
claim amendments and following remarks. Claims 2» 3, 22, 36-39, and 42 were prcvioxisly 
deleted without prejudice or disclaimer of the subject matter contained therein. Claim 1,4- 
21, 23-35, 40, 41, and 43-45 remain pending, of which claims 1, 20 and 40 are independent 

Claim 4 was objected as being improperly dependent on a canceled claim* 

Claims 1, 20, and 40 were rgcctcd under 35 U-S-C §1 12, first paragraph as allegedly 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement 

Claim 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragmph as allegedly being 
indefinite. 

Qaims 1-4, 6-9, 1 1-21, 23-35, 40, 41, and 43-45 were rqocled under 35 V.S.C. 
§1 02(b) as allegedly being anticipated by Kaufiman et al. (6,260,040)* 

Claim 5 was rejected under U«S*C. §103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over 
Kauffinan et al. in view of Kdlams et al. (5,854,749). 

Claim 10 was rejected under U,S,C, §1 03(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over 
KsuEEman et al. in view of Sedlar (US200500912S7). 

The above objection and rejections ore respectfully tmversed for at least the following 
reasons. 

Claim Objection 

Claim 4 was objected as being improperly dqiendent on a canceled claim. Claim 4 
has been amended to depend on pending Claim 1. Accoidinglyy withdrawal of the claim 
objection is respectfully requested, 
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Claim Rcioction Under 35 U.S.C_S112 Jirst Paragraph 

Qaim 1 was icjccted because the specification allpgcdly failed to support the 

following claimed features^ 

wherein the second object coixipriscs at least o ne or - mor e o^, 
a second file generated from the first filc^ and 
mcta data generated from the first file. 

It is respectfully submitted that the specification provides enablement for the above 
identified features in at least: 

a)pQrEgraphs [0007] and [0008] which describe the use of a data model that includes 
a second object comprising a second file or semantic information about the first file; 

b> paragraph [0027] which indicates that semantic information may be mcta data; 

c) paragraphs [0034] and [0035]* which describe examples of semantic information 
that may be genemted firom the first file; and 

d) starting from paragraph [0036], vAddx describes the use of the data model 260 &r 
generatiflg the semantic information. 

Claims 20 and 40 were refected because the specification allegedly iailed to support 
the following claimed features, 

determining whether the first object in the file system is accessed; 

identifying a predetermined condition associated with the first object in 
response to the first object being accessed; and 

performing an action in response to the predetermined condition existing, 
wherein the relation identifier identifies the predetermined condition and the action* 

It is rcspoctfbUy submitted that the specification provides enablement for the above^ 

identified features in at least FIG. 4, at 41 0-440, and in paragraph [0068] which describes 

FIG. 4. Please note that the above-referenced paragraph numbers in the specification of the 
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present application can be found in U.S. Patent Application Publication 2005/0076031 ofthe 
present application. 

Accoitlingly^ it is respectfully submitted that the originaIly<*filed application provides 
enablement for all claimed features, and withdiawal of the enablement rejection of Claiitis 1 , 
20, and 40 is rcspcctfiilly requested. 

Claim Rejection Under 35 II^,C. 8112, Second Paragraph 

Claim 1 was rgccted as allegedly being indefinite because there was confusion on the 
number of "second files'' bring claimed. Claim 1 has been amended to further clarify that 
the second object comprises ut least one of a second file and mcta data generated from the 
first file. In other words, llie second object can comprise a second file, the mcta data from 
the first filc^ or both. 

Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that the language of amended Claim 1 is 
clear and condse, and withdrawal of the indefinitcncss rgccdon of this daim is respectfully 
requested- 

Claim Rejection Under 35 IJ.S.C> 8102fbl 

The test for determining if a reference anticipates a claim, for purposes of a refection 
under 35 U.S.C. § 1 02, is whether the reference discloses all the elements of the claimed 
combinatton, or the mechanical equivalents thereof functioning in substantially the same way 
to produce substantially the same results. As noted by the Court of Appeals for the Federal 
Circuit in Lindemann Maschinenfabriek OmbH v. American Hoist and Derrick Co., 221 
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USPQ 481 , 485 (Fed. Cin 1 9S4). in evaluating the sufBciency of an anticipation rqjcction 

under 35 U-S.C § 1 02, the Court stated: 

Anticipation requires the presence in a single prior art 
reference disclosure of each and every dement of the claimed 
invention, amuiged as in the claim. 

Therefore;, if the cited reference docs not disclose each and every element of the 
claimed invendon» then the cited reference tails to anb'dpate the claimed invention and, thus, 
the claimed invention is distinguishable over ihc dtcd reference. 

Claims 1^, 6-9, U-21, 23-35, 40, 41, and 43-45 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 02(b) as allegedly bang antidpated by Kauffitian et al. C6*260»040). 



Claim 1 

The OIKce Action alleged that Claim 1 is antidpated by KaufRnan et al« by dting to 



various sections in Kauffman et al. that allegedly disclose the elements in Claim 1 as follows: 



Claim 1 


Kauffinan et al» 


First object identifier 


Object identifier in object indices stored In 
the libmry catalog (coL 2, IL 55-56) 


First object/file 


Objects 380 and 381 stored in object servers 
Ccol.2 Jh 55-56; in FIG. 3) 


File system 


Digital library system 3B (FIC- 3) based on 
the PTO' s interpretation of first object 
identifier, ilrst obfect/file. 


Second object identifier 


New filename recorded by the libraiy server 
390 when a file retrieved from the file server 
storage 330 or 331 is dianged (col, 7, !!♦ U 
15) 


Second object/file 


The file retrieved fi-om the lilc server storage 
330 or 331 (col. 7, 11. 1-15) in the shared file 
system 3A, 


Rdadon identifier 


Class Kbrary 730 (FIG. 7; coL 8, U. MO) and 
animated features (col. 7, 1. 23). 
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First of ttlU Claims 1 , 20, and 40 recite "a first object stored in the file system" and 
second object stored in the file system/' In other words, the first and second objects arc 
stored in fbc stime file system* Yet, the Office Action crroncomly cited to two objects stored 
in different file systems, namely the distal library system 3B and the shared file system 3A, 
to anticipate such claimed features. 

Secondly, Claims 1 , 20, and 40 rcdte a relation identifier "identifying a relationship 
between the first object and the second objccL'* Yet, the Office Action erroneously cited to 
the digital class library 730 in FIG* 7, which provides a set of C+-h objects that can provide 
an interface to the digital library system for users to access such as digital bl^rary, as stated in 
coK 8, II. 1*1 0 of Kauffinan and cited in liie Office Action. Thus, the digital class libraiy 730 
merely provides a technical capability for accessing the digital library system 3fi and not for 
identifying a relationship between the first and second objects, especially when Office Acdon 
identified the first object as one of the object files 380/381 and the second object as a file 
retrieved from a flic server storage 330/33 1 . As for the annnated features example provided 
in Kaiiffinan ct aL, col. 7, lU 23*1*, it is not clear how that can be interpreted as a relation 
identifier as claimed, and the Office Action provides no further explanation for such an 
interpretation. 

CtaimlA 

Claim 14 clearly indicates that the relation identifier identifies the second olgcct as 
including property semantic information for the first object, whereby **the property sormntic 
information including statistical information for the first objeetp" Yet, the Office Action 
again died to the digital class libraiy 730 and the animated features example in Kauffinan et 
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al- to refect sudi claimed features. As noted above, neither the eJtcd digital class library 730 
and the animated features is eoncemed with the statistical information for the first object, 
which is the object file 380/38 1 as interpreted by the Office Action, especially when such 
statistical information is supposedly included in the second object that is retrieved irom the 
file server stomge 330/33 1 , as also interpreted by the Office Action. 

CiaimsJ5_and_l6 

Claims IS and 1 6 clearly indicate that the relation identifier identifies the second 
object as including context semantic in&rmation for the first object, whereby 'the context 
semantic information being associated with access patterns for the first object** Yet, the 
Office Action cited to the animated features example in Kaui^on et al. (col. S» lU 22-55) to ' 
reject such claimed features* As noted above, the cited animated features example is not 
concctaed with access patterns for the first object, which is the object file 380/381 as 
inteipreted by the Office Action, especially when such access patterns are assodated with 
context semantic inibrmation that is supposedly included in the second object that is 
retrieved fiom the file server storage 330/33 U as also interpreted by the OfiScc Action. 

(?laim^ 23^2^, 33^35, and ^3^5 

It is respectfully submitted that Kauffinan ct al. &ils to disclose the features recited in 
these claims, as evidence from a reading of Kauffinan et a), and a lack of citation in 
Kauffinan ct al. by the OfSce Action to indicate where such claimed features can be found. 
Indeed, the Office Action alleged that the fcanircs in Qaims 23-28, 33-35, and 43-45 are 
disclosed by Kauflman et al. without detailing where such fcotures can be found in Kauffinan 
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et al. Mere allegation of prior art anticipation without any evidentiary support constitutes an 
improper rgcction under 35 U.S.C § 102. 

Because KaulBnan ct al* Mis to disclose each and every element ammged as claimed 
for at least the above reasons^ it is respectfully submitted that pending Claims 1» 4-2U 23-35, 
40, 41, and 43-45 arc allowable over Ihc references of record. 



Claim.RciectionJUndcr_3S_II,S.C_6103 

The test for detcrmimng if a claim is rendered obvious by one or more references for 

purposes of arqection under 35 V.S.C. § 103 is set forth in MPEP § 706.02G)i 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria 
must be met. First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, 
diher In the references thcmsdves or in the knowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modily the reference 
or to combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a 
reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference 
(or references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations. The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed 
combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both 
be found in the prior art and not based on applicant's disclosure^ 
In re Vaeck 947 F,2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed, Or. 1991), 

Therefore, if the libove^identiifed criteria are not tnet» then the cited refercnce(s) fiiils 
to render obvious the claimed invention and, Hius, the claimed invention is distinguishable 
over Ihe cited reference(s}. 

Claim 5 was rejected under U.S.C. §T03(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over 
Noguchi et al. in view of KcUams ct al. Furthcnnorc, claim 10 was rejected under U.S.C* 
§1 03(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Noguchi et aU in view of Sedlar* 

It is respectfltlJy submitted that, for at least the reasons set forth earlier, claims 5 and 
1 0 are not anticipated by Noguchi ct al. In addition, the Office Action docs not rely upon 



PA6E1Sf16'RCVDAT1/10M 5:10:32 PM [Eastern Standi 



'JffN-nO-E007(WED) 17:53 



MRNNRVR a KRN6. P. C. 



(FflX)703 865 5150 



P. OEO/OEO 



RECEIVED 
CENTRAL FAX CENTER 



PATENT 



JAN 1 0 2007 



Atty Docket No.: 200300594-1 
App, Scr. No.: 1 0/666,577 



Kcllams ct al* or Scdlar to make up for the deficiencies in Noguchi et al, with respect lo 
claims 5 and 1 0. Accordingly, claims 5 and 1 0 we allowable over the references of record, 
and withdrawal of the rejections of these claims is requested. 

.Conclusion 

In h'ght of the foregoing, withdrawal of the rejections of record and allowance of this 
application arc earnestly solicited. 

Should the Examiner believe that a telephone conference with the undersigned would 
assist in resolving any issues pertaining to the allowability of the above-identified 
application, please contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. Please 
gmnt any required extensions of thne and charge any fees due in connection with this request 
to deposit account no. 08-2025* 



Kespectfolly submitted. 





Ashok K. Mannava 
Registration No.: 45,301 



MANNAVA & KANG, P.C. 
8221 Old Courthouse Road 
Suite 104 



Vienna, VA 221 82 



(703) 652-3819 (or 3822) 
(703) 880-5270 (facsimile) 
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